This research contributes to the knowledge and theory on cross-cultural communication by investigating the impact of cross-cultural communication competence on the collective efficacy of multicultural National Collegiate Athletic Association basketball teams. Data was collected from 140 US National Collegiate Athletic Association basketball coaches via the Cross-Cultural Communication Competence Questionnaire and the Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports. Principle component analysis was conducted on the data, revealing that the cross-cultural communication competence and collective efficacy of basketball teams are multidimensional. The hypothesized relationship between cross-cultural communication competence and collective efficacy was confirmed and statistically measured through regression analysis. It was found that four of the cross-cultural communication competence dimensions produced by the principle component analysis exhibited a significant positive relationship with one of the two dimensions within collective efficacy. Given the well-supported relationship between collective efficacy and team performance in business, this study produces important implications for scholars and practitioners working with multicultural sporting teams.
Introduction
Increased focus on diversity within the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA), which organizes athletic programmes and collegiate-level sports in many higher education institutions in the United States (and some in Canada), has produced multicultural college basketball teams. NCAA basketball teams in division I and division II are made up of over 20,000 men and women Cross-cultural management. Blasco et al. (2012) have put forth that managers of multinational organizations should possess a holistic 'global mindset'. The skills and traits required of a global mindset include adaptability, openness, alacrity to engage and communicate with other cultures, and an ability to see things from another perspective (Levy et al., 2007) . Mor et al. (2013) found that 'cultural perspective taking' improves managerial performance when working with international teams. When managing a team, MacNab and Worthley (2013) maintain that crosscultural managers must be aware of stereotypes they hold about other cultures and advocate appropriate training to give managers the skills to recognize and control for these cultural assumptions. Managers need to have a basic knowledge of the cultures with which they are interacting and must understand their team members' personalities and behaviour patterns in conflict situations (Triandis and Singelis, 1998) . Plessis (2012) argues that the managers of multicultural teams must possess a different skill set than those required for general teamwork because multicultural team settings pose a unique set of challenges arising from cross-cultural conflict, which must be effectively managed. Effective crosscultural management skills have been shown to lessen the negative effects of unmet expectations that recent expatriates may feel as they adjust to a new job role (Majahan and De Silva, 2012) . Managers of multicultural teams must also be concerned with social integration, that is, 'the attraction to the group, satisfaction with other members of the group, and social interaction among group members ' (O'Reilly et al., 1989: 2) . Trust and cohesion, which can also impact collective efficacy, are part of social integration. In addition, as trust in a manager has been shown to positively influence team performance (Dirks, 2000) , cross-cultural management must be concerned with not only fostering integration across the team but also upwards to establish trust between the individuals on the team and the manager.
These competencies are necessary whether the differences in team make-up are due to crossnational or intra-national cultural differences, as Tung (2008) has argued that intra-national differences among individuals on a team are as significant as cross-national cultural differences. Stahl et al. (2010) found that the type of diversity (cross-national or intra-national) did not impact the relationship between a team's cultural diversity and its social integration.
Effective communication is a key factor in predicting the performance of multicultural teams (Shonk, 1982) . Wheelan (1999) argues that a business team leader must have an effective communication style in order to have high-quality team performance and Kieffer (1997) states that poor communication skills could ruin a team's performance. Cross-cultural communication competence is the essential component to increase a manager's ability to transcend the challenges faced by multicultural teams and elicit high-quality team performance (Matveev and Nelson, 2004) . Matveev and Nelson (2004) demonstrated that cross-cultural communication competence accounts for 20 per cent of the variance in the performance level of multicultural teams.
However, it should be noted that while the literature has examined the impact of cross-cultural communication competency on management, different communication styles within cultures also have an impact on preferences for leadership styles between cultures. Differences in levels of democratic verses autocratic leadership and communication and different preferences in levels of support and feedback communicated from management have been identified (Chelladurai et al., 1987 (Chelladurai et al., , 1988 . Wheelan et al. (1998) argue that a deeper understanding of the intercultural communication process is vital to achieving high level of performance within culturally diverse teams, but it must also be acknowledged that there may be no perfect solution to managing multicultural teams with different management preferences.
Collective efficacy and multicultural team performance
An effective manager builds a team that works together towards a collective goal. Bringing together individuals into an effective team is impossible without the team members sharing some form of collective identity, and this presents a greater challenge when the team members possess different morals and ideals (Chevrier, 2009 ). Individual differences in norms, behaviour and communication styles can cause misunderstanding, conflict and poor team performance (Gong et al., 2001) . Research has shown different effects of cultural diversity on team performance. Some studies have found that cultural diversity can improve team performance (Ely and Thomas, 2001; Mor-Barak, 2011; Stockdale and Crosby, 2004) . Matveev and Nelson (2004) , among others, found that multicultural teams may experience interaction problems.
The ambiguity remains when the focus is refined towards sporting teams. Previous studies examining European football leagues have found differing results regarding the impact of cultural diversity on sport team performance. With specific regard to coaching and managing a team, Maderer et al. (2014) found that a coaches' intercultural coaching experience negatively impacted their teams' performance. The authors also examined other European football (all German Bundesliga) related papers to examine other findings of the impact of cultural diversity on a team's success, finding mixed results with some (e.g. Andresen and Altmann, 2006; Wulf and Hungenberg, 2006) showing a positive impact and others (Brandes et al., 2009; Gaede et al., 2002; Teichmann, 2007) showing no impact. Prinz and Wicker (2012) found that different ethnicities within a team made no impact on Tour de France team performance.
The negative impacts of cultural diversity on team performance may be in explained in part by similarity attraction theory, in which individuals are attracted to working with others who they find similar to themselves (Williams and O'Reilly, 1998) . These impacts may also be somewhat explained by social identity and social categorization theory, in which individuals categorize themselves into groups, whom they favour, and view others as 'outsiders', who they may stereotype and judge more harshly (Tajfel, 1982) . Positive impacts of cultural diversity, conversely, may be somewhat explained by information-processing theory, in which cultural diversity contributes positively to a team by bringing in a variety of perspectives, networks and approaches to problemsolving (Cox, 1994; Stahl et al., 2010) . The process by which these different values and ideas are juxtaposed against each other is referred to as divergent processes, which increase with greater cultural diversity and can be managed to increase creativity but can also be sources of conflict (Stahl, et al., 2010) . Bell (2007) and Joshi and Roh (2009) have suggested that contextual variables may moderate the relationship between a team's cultural diversity and its performance.
Collective efficacy refers to a 'group's shared belief in its conjoint capability to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given levels of attainment' (Bandura, 1997: 477) . Developing cohesion, commitment and a common identity within a group is a convergent process argued by Stahl et al. (2010) to positively impact to group performance and goal attainment. Past research has emphasized collective efficacy as a key determinant of team member motivation when facing failure (Greenlees et al., 1999) . Researchers have found a link between a group's perceived collective efficacy and its interdependence, cohesion, resilience, motivation and morale (Bandura, 2001; Katz-Navon and Erez, 2005) . If culture provides a source of identity for its members (Stahl, et al., 2010) , then collective efficacy can be argued to be a proxy for culture within a group setting.
Collective efficacy can be argued to be an important factor in basketball teams. Berman et al. (2002) argued that basketball requires high levels of 'group tacit knowledge' among players in order to unconsciously communicate in a manner required to successfully play basketball, a sport requiring particularly high levels of interdependence and coordination (Keidel, 1985) . Weick and Roberts (1993: 358) defined this as individuals interacting as though they were part of a 'single transactive memory system, complete with differentiated responsibility for remembering different portions of common experience'.
Research has found a positive relationship between collective efficacy and team performance in a variety of team settings (Campion et al., 1996; Gibson, 1999 Heuzé et al., 2006 Myers et al., 2004; Ramzaninezhad et al., 2009) . Gully et al. (2002) statistically measured this correlation and concluded that collective efficacy accounts for 21 per cent of the variance in team performance.
A number of sport-specific measurement instruments have been developed to measure collective efficacy (Magyar et al., 2004; Myers et al., 2004 ). Short et al. (2005) developed the first multisporting discipline theoretical framework to measure collective efficacy across multiple sports, based on five interrelated factors: ability, effort, preparation, persistence and unity.
NCAA basketball Student NCAA team composition
The NCAA is an American rules-making body and a scholarship organization for college sports mainly in the United States, with some Canadian member colleges. Over 650 colleges have NCAA division I or II male and female basketball teams, each managed by a head coach. While the teams are increasingly diverse, with less than half of the players identifying as White Americans, 76 per cent of teams have a White American head coach. NCAA basketball coaches are thus very likely to be coaching a team of individuals from cultures different from their own and must find a way to build trust and form a cohesive team. In addition, the majority of their incoming players have come from relatively homogenous communities and may be either unfamiliar with or inexperienced with working constructively with peers from different backgrounds (Orfield, 2009) .
The need for effective cross-cultural management by coaches is further emphasized by the nature of NCAA teams. Each year sees some team members departing after graduation and others joining the team as incoming freshmen. Team members are bound by NCAA rules to play for no more than 4 years (which must be completed within the first 5 years after full-time study begins) and must begin their college career after graduating high school (NCAA, 2015b) . Thus, teams consist of entry/early-level 'employees', with no mid-or senior level 'staff' of more than 4 years on the team to maintain continuity or guide the newer team members through the team-building process. Nor do the team members have any professional experience, as all division I and II team members enter college after completing high school as certified amateurs, without professional experience in either the sport or any commercial endorsements, per the NCAA Eligibility Center (NCAA, 2015b) .
NCAA coaches must overcome these issues, as well as cultural issues, to make a team perform cohesively in an environment in which a team's success will be dependent almost completely upon its people, rather than any advantages from technology or equipment. NCAA basketball coaches control the team's strategies, the players' court time and must ensure cohesion among players in high-stress situations (Wright et al., 1995) . One of the tasks of the coach must be to lead the individuals to overcome any predominance of their cultural identity, which will likely be detrimental to the team's cohesion (Van Der Zee et al., 2004) , and work towards the formation of new social relations that will contribute to a new group identity. The importance of the coach to manage a group of multicultural players into a team with collective efficacy is paramount to success. Judgements of collective efficacy by NCAA coaches and team members were shown to be positive predictors of team performance (Watson et al., 2001 ).
Research aim and question
This research investigates the relationship between the cross-cultural communication competence of NCAA basketball coaches and collective efficacy of multicultural NCAA basketball teams. Previous research on the predictors of collective efficacy indicates that leadership style (Chen and Bliese, 2002) and relationships among team members (Larson and LaFasto, 1989) are antecedents of collective efficacy. Given the vital role that communication competence has on leadership style (Madlock, 2008) , a sporting coach's communication competence is hypothesized to be an important predictor of collective efficacy. Among managers' functions are to clarify roles and provide social and psychological support, likely indicating that the manager's communication skills affect collective efficacy (Yukl, 2012) . Research has shown both positive and negative impacts of cultural diversity on team performance, which suggests that external factors, such as management, can impact collective efficacy and overall performance.
Sports psychologists have emphasized communication between players and their coaches as greatly relevant to a team's success (Yukelson, 1997) . This research seeks to determine how and to what extent a sporting coach's cross-cultural communication competence will predict the collective efficacy of a multicultural basketball team of players of the same gender and of similar age, athletic ability and scholastic aptitude. It is hypothesized that the cross-cultural communication competence of NCAA division I and II basketball coaches will positively impact collective efficacy, with some dimension of collective efficacy being more impacted than others.
Research methodology
The research measured both cross-cultural communication competence and collective efficacy using two separate questionnaires within the same online survey.
Cross-cultural communication competence was measured using the 7-point, 23-item CrossCultural Communication Competency (CCC) Questionnaire developed by Matveev (2002) based on his 3C model. It includes elements such as 'I am flexible when working with people from different countries as I acknowledge differences in values and beliefs among cultures' or 'establishing a good relationship with people from other countries is difficult'. The elements are not business-management specific and can be used in a variety of management and coaching environments. This measurement instrument has been developed and tested within the business literature to investigate the relationship between cross-cultural communication competence and multicultural team performance (Congden et al., 2009; Matveev and Nelson, 2004) . It has been found to produce a high level of internal consistency in the results obtained (Matveev and Nelson, 2004 ) and has suggested a significant relationship between CCC scores and multicultural team performance scores (Congden et al., 2009; Matveev and Nelson, 2004) . The CCC questionnaire includes several reverse-worded items to minimize answering inertia, reduce boredom and ensure control for acquiescent response sets (Schriesheim and Hill, 1981) .
Collective efficacy was measured using the 10-point, 20-item Collective Efficacy Questionnaire for Sports (CEQS) developed by Short et al. (2005) . The CEQS requires the participant to rate his confidence in the team's ability in terms such as 'maintain effective communication' or 'persist when obstacles are present'. It was specifically developed to be used across a range of sports research and was tested with a validation sample of 286 college-aged student athletes. It was found that the measurement instrument showed a high level of internal consistency and the subscales within the measurement instrument were correlated with each other and with the total score (Short et al., 2005) .
Both the CCC questionnaire and the CEQS use multi-item composition for each dimension of the cross-cultural communication competence and collective efficacy measurements to minimize itemcontext effects and to ensure measurement validity (Tourangeau and Rasinski, 1988) .
Links to the online survey were sent to NCAA division I and II head coaches. An explanation of the study was presented with each of the questionnaires and participants were guaranteed confidentiality for their responses.
A total of 140 NCAA basketball team coach responses were included in the final study. While some researchers argue that organizational research should take measures to reduce single respondent bias (see Kumar et al., 1993) , the nature of the NCAA teams meant that the organizational and management structure of the teams is not as layered as it is in many organizations. Kalmi and Sweins (2010) argue that a single, well-informed source of data is more effective than lessinformed respondents. Since head coaches have the most information on the team and all the players are relative newcomers to NCAA basketball, head coaches can be argued to be the best sources of information on the team. To reduce common method variance ex ante, respondents were assured both that their anonymity would be maintained and that there were no 'right or wrong' answers (Chang et al., 2010; Podsakoff et al., 2003) , the questions were checked to ensure they reduced ambiguity (Lindell and Whitney, 2001; Podsakoff et al., 2003) and the scales for each of the question types were different (7 point vs 10 point) (Chang et al, 2010; Parkhe, 1993) . Further ex post discussion of these biases will follow in the principle component analyses sections.
College-level basketball teams provided an appropriate setting to study the research question, as each team is guided by NCAA rules and guidelines and the teams have the same performance objectives. In addition, the teams are all made up of members of similar age, all are recognized as outstanding athletes, and all have achieved a minimum grade point average to be eligible to play, and team members are of the same gender, lessening the impact of some 'surface-level' aspects of the cultural diversity (Mannix and Neale, 2005) of the team members and allowing for the diversity in teams to be due in greater degree to ethnicity, nationality and cultural mindsets. In addition, NCAA rules mandate that its division I and II athletes are amateurs and does not allow for external employment, such that most of the athletes are engaged in similar academic and extracurricular experiences during their tenure as NCAA basketball players.
The respondents included 80 coaches of men's teams and 60 coaches of women's teams. The mean age of the respondents was 46.1 years (SD ¼ 10.0). The respondents included 110 males and 30 females. The demographics of NCAA coaches may explain the greater rate of male participation in the survey, as 99 per cent of male collegiate basketball teams and 42 per cent of female collegiate basketball teams have male head coaches (NCAA, 2015a). All but five respondents were US citizens. Coaches were asked if their current teams included foreign players, and those responses from coaches without multicultural teams were removed from the data analysis. As such, the data would represent only coaches of teams with both cross-national and intra-national diversity (Table 1) .
Data analysis and results
In the first stage of the data analysis, two sets of data produced from the two questionnaires were subjected to principle component analysis to reduce the number of multiple indicator measures (latent variables) by identifying smaller variable groups (factors), which are correlated through a common thread. This was conducted in order to validate the measurement instruments in the basketball environment.
A principal component analysis with varimax rotation was conducted on the data collected. The Kaiser eigenvalues-greater-than-one rule was used to extract the relevant components for each questionnaire (Kaiser, 1960) . In order to obtain clear factor structures, only items with a minimum loading of 0.5 were retained. Finally, regression analysis was conducted to examine the impact of cross-cultural communication competence on collective efficacy.
Principle component analysis of CCC questionnaire data
A Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test was conducted and produced a measure of 0.689, confirming that the data sample was ok for principle component analysis (Kaiser, 1974) . Scale purification and item reduction was completed based on the removal of items demonstrating factor loadings below 0.5. Five subscales based on 15 items with significant factor loadings were produced through the principle component analysis process (see Tables 2 and 3 ). The five-factor structure accounted for 58.61 per cent of the variance with Cronbach's a score of 0.726. The factors (dimensions) were labelled as follows: factor 1, cultural empathy (22.19 per cent); factor 2, cultural uncertainty (11.59 per cent); factor 3, communication bias (9.18 per cent); factor 4, communication engagement (8.19 per cent) and factor 5, interpersonal skills (7.18 per cent). These names were selected based on the item distribution by Matveev and Nelson (2004) and are consistent with their CCC model. Three of the factor groupings were in line with those produced by Matveev and Nelson (2004) , while the fourth factor, namely 'team effectiveness' was split into two factor groupings, communication bias and communication engagement. The rotated factor structure for the CCC questionnaire is presented in Table 3 . The factor score for each component was developed reflecting each individual respondents' score on each of the item subsets. By using the Anderson-Rubin method, uncorrelated factor scores were produced and the data was protected against multicollinearity (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007) . A total score was then created by adding the factor scores all together.
Principle component analysis of CEQS data
Upon conducting principal component analysis of the CEQS data, two distinct factors (dimensions) were produced (see Table 4 ). The KMO test was used to measure the data adequacy and produced a high score of 0.939. The two subscales represented by the factors comprised 17 items with significant factor loadings.
The total variance accounted for by these two factors was 66.14 per cent with a Cronbach's a score of 0.954. The names of the factors and the amount of variance each accounted for are as follows: factor 1, team effectiveness (59.21 per cent) and factor 2, performance ability, aka the 'hard skills' of the basketball players (6.93 per cent). These names describe the general sense behind the factors and are consistent with the components of efficacy theories of Bandura (1997 Bandura ( , 2001 ) and Short et al. (2005) . The factor score for each component was developed (again by using the Anderson-Rubin method to produce uncorrelated factor scores) (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007) . The rotated factor structure for the CEQS data is presented in Table 5 . Common method variance could be a concern in research wherein self-reported research results are artificially skewed because the respondents share biases that impact the measurement of the variables. Spector (2006) argued that common method variance produces significant correlations between variables. Using this rationale, Elias (2009) looked for multicollinearity to determine if enough correlation existed among variables to indicate common method variance. For this study, principle component analysis was able to produce distinct factors from the items, which indicates limited multicollinearity between items (Table 5) .
Regression analysis
Regression analysis was conducted to explore the relationship between both the total cross-cultural communication competence score and the total collective efficacy score and between the individual CCC factor scores (cultural empathy, cultural uncertainty, communication bias, communication engagement and interpersonal skills), and the two individual factor scores of collective efficacy (team effectiveness and performance ability). The results indicated that there was a significant positive relationship between total cross-cultural communication competence and total collective efficacy at a 95 per cent confidence level. The total cross-cultural communication competence is able to explain 14.3 per cent (R 2 ) of the variance within the total collective efficacy score.
Further analysis was undertaken to determine which factors within cross-cultural communication competence were most influential in predicting the two dimensions of collective efficacy (team effectiveness and performance ability). It could be expected that team effectiveness dimension of collective efficacy could be influenced more by the coaches CCC than the performance ability dimension. The performance ability dimension reflects the team's actual ability and skillfulness, while the team effectiveness dimension reflects the teams overall attitude, communication, preparation and teamwork, all of which can potentially be influenced by the coach.
It was found in this research that the individual cultural empathy, cultural uncertainty, communication bias and communication engagement factors are all statistically able to predict a rise in team effectiveness at a 95 per cent confidence level. As the scores for cultural empathy, cultural uncertainty, communication bias and communication engagement increased, so did the score for team effectiveness. However, the interpersonal skills factor was not statistically linked at a 95 per cent confidence level to an increase or decrease in the team effectiveness variable (see Table 6 ). The model produced, after the removal of the interpersonal skills factor, was able to explain 21.5 per cent (adjusted R 2 ) of the variance in the team effectiveness variable. None of the five factors produced from the CCC questionnaire were statistically able to predict a rise or decline in the performance ability variable developed from the CEQS (see Table 7 ). 
Discussion
The results of the data analysis support the hypothesis that cross-cultural communication competence of NCAA basketball coaches positively impacts their team's collective efficacy. To gain a deeper insight into the impact of cross-cultural communication on collective efficacy, the dimensions within cross-cultural communication competence were analysed against the individual collective efficacy dimensions. This further analysis highlighted that cross-cultural communication competence has an impact on team effectiveness, one of the two dimensions produced from the CEQS. Increases in four of the dimensions in the cross-cultural communication competence of NCAA basketball coaches were found to be related and able to predict an increase in team effectiveness when working with multicultural basketball teams. These CCC dimensions are consistent with the reviewed literature on cross-cultural communication competence in business and management, including Ruben's (1976) , Abe and Wiseman's (1983) , Cui and Awa's (1992) and Matveev's (2002) models, and serve as a new template model for research into cross-cultural communication and multicultural sport team coaching. The relationship was statistically confirmed and measured, concluding that these four dimensions of cross-cultural communication competence account for 21.5 per cent of the variance in team effectiveness.
While the hypothesis was correct that cross-cultural communication competence positively impacts collective efficacy, further analysis reveals that some aspects of collective efficacy were not statistically impacted. The 'performance ability' dimension of collective efficacy cannot be predicted by a sporting coach's cross-cultural communication competence. This result could seem intuitive; performance ability involves individual athletic skills and talents largely external to the information sought by this study. However, Duck (1993) found that, during competition, players' understanding of the coach's messages regarding tactics and strategies is crucial for effective performance. Due to the competitive nature of NCAA recruitment, it can be assumed that many of the players are near their physical peak when they are recruited and many strive to remain that way in order to be recruited. The youth and short-term nature of the NCAA teams may be a reason that the relationship with performance ability was not stronger, despite the Duck (1993) findings.
Similarly, not all of the CCC factors impacted collective efficacy in the same fashion. The interpersonal skills CCC factor was not linked to a change in collective efficacy. While Matveev and Nelson (2004) found that this factor was linked to the communication engagement factor, in this study, the two disassociated and impacted collective efficacy differently. In this study, communication engagement involved actively listening and engaging with individuals from other countries, while interpersonal skills looked at how equally the respondent worked with and involved individuals from other countries in the team and decision-making process. Further study would be needed to understand why the factors broke down in such a manner; it could be that some language/ communication barriers emerge in high-stress team settings that make it harder for a coach to work with all team members equally.
This study shows that the role of the coach as an effective manager and communicator is especially important in an NCAA basketball team setting. Due to the terminal nature of college sports careers (and NCAA regulations capping the number of years a student may play), the best player on the team will eventually graduate and leave the team. A high-performing teammate's departure in any setting is disruptive to a team's collective confidence in its effectiveness and may be that much more so when the team members are young and the player is a 'superstar' on campus (Bandura, 1997) . A coach's cross-cultural communication competence must overcome the losses due to performance ability and a team members' questioning of their ability upon a teammate's departure.
Similarly, a coach must use his management skills to help team members spring back after defeats on the court, which can also lower a team's collective efficacy. The relationship between cross-cultural communication competency and the team effectiveness dimension of collective efficacy is enlightening in this scenario. This study shows that the coach can have an impact on collective efficacy, and thus on team performance, in light of defeats or player turnover resulting in overall lowering of performance ability.
Sporting coaches often refer to communication as a key skill necessary to effectively coach a team (Parcells and Coplon, 1995; Shanahan, 1999) . This study has shown that effective communication across cultures is an important component of team effectiveness, that is, the team's ability to operate cohesively, and further, has the ability to enhance team effectiveness in light of setbacks due to the performance ability or hard skills of a team. Although the 2014 Maderer et al.'s study found that a coaches' intercultural coaching experience negatively impacted the teams' performance, the study did not examine the coaches' cross-cultural communication competency, only their experience, which may not be a proxy for their ability to communicate across cultures. Furthermore, the study was completed on (European) football teams, a sport that has a strong cultural component to the way it is played in different countries (Ruigrok et al., 2011) , thus meaning that intercultural coaching experience may indicate experience with a different playing style, which may have mixed effects on a subnational-level team.
The results produced in this study through regression analysis are consistent with research that linked cross-cultural communication competence and team performance in a business setting (Matveev and Nelson, 2004) . Similarly, Himstreet (1977) put forth communication as an important predictor of team effectiveness and efficiency in businesses. Existing literature also supports a relationship between a business manager's communication competence and team performance (Ancona and Caldwell, 1992; Smith et al., 1994) . Whether the findings of this study are applicable to business organizations is beyond the scope of this study. Existing literature shows a significant overlap between business management and sporting teams coaching and management (Weinberg and McDermott, 2002) , with studies using basketball teams to draw conclusions for wider organizations behaviour (e.g. Berman et al., 2002; Pfeffer and Davis-Blake, 1986; Staw and Hoang, 1995) . Implications would most likely apply to teams that, like basketball teams, have a high degree of interaction and interdependency among members (Keidel, 1985) .
In business, clear lines of communication between management and employees have been frequently highlighted as critical to the achievement of organizational success (Blundel and Ippolito, 2008) . Further research could unpack the similarities between cross-cultural communication competency on organizational collective efficacy and determine if, indeed, collective efficacy breaks down into the same dimensions in the business world, and if a manager's cross-cultural communication competency affects these dimensions similarly.
This study demonstrates that, when working with a multicultural team, a sporting coach's ability to communicate effectively with individuals who have different cultural backgrounds increases overall collective efficacy and enhances the team effectiveness element of the team's collective efficacy. Doherty and Chelladurai (1999) argue that the effective management of cultural diversity is critical in sports organizations, not only for their success but also their survival, because of their need to tap into human resources. This research contributes to knowledge and theory of the fields of crosscultural communication competence, collective efficacy, multicultural team development and intercultural sport team management. It confirms the relevance of cross-cultural communication competence in sports management and its effect on coaching multicultural sporting teams while revealing its limitations, particularly on performance ability. As sporting teams are perpetually seeking ways to enhance performance and boost scores, this study suggests that cross-cultural communication competence is a relevant issue for sporting coaches and managers to address, as its effective implementation in an overall management strategy can enhance collective efficacy overall and overcome potential shortcomings due to the team's raw talent. The study also revealed that not all cross-cultural communication competence aspects impact collective efficacy equally, revealing that aspects of cross-cultural communication competence need to be assessed to be fit for purpose and setting.
Conclusions and implications
Additionally, the dimensions produced from the principle component analysis on the CCC questionnaire can all be improved and developed with proper training. This could result in an improvement of the training tools for the development of sporting coaches of multicultural teams within educational institutions, as currently only 53 per cent of NCAA athletic departments offer diversity training (Cunningham, 2012) . Universities have increased interest in developing curricula that include cross-cultural understanding and knowledge over the last decade, meaning that this information would be timely and relevant (Derkun et al., 2010) . As many Western universities recruit internationally in order to bring crucial operating revenue, and as organizations such as the NCAA increase their focus on diversity, the need for effective cross-cultural communication competency at a university level will continue to increase in importance.
Past research has been supportive of a direct link between cross-cultural communication competence and business team performance (Matveev and Nelson, 2004) . This study demonstrates that the link between cross-cultural communication competence and collective efficacy is both relevant and important not only to the development of businesses but also to developing more effective multicultural collegiate sporting teams.
Limitations
Responses could have been affected by social desirability effects, which occur 'when respondents give the culturally acceptable response rather than describing what they actually think about the topic at hand' (Simkhovych, 2009: 389) . Research has shown this phenomenon to be present in surveys asking about multiculturalism, immigration and cultural diversity (Dandy and Pe-Pua, 2010) . Nevertheless, the use of computer-based self-administered questionnaires and the assured confidentiality of responses diminished the risk of social desirability bias. Single respondent bias could have occurred as a result of one individual from each team answering the questionnaire. However, the relatively flat management structure of the NCAA teams means that head coaches provide best perspective on the teams.
It is unclear whether the results are applicable across other team sports. Different levels of interdependency and differing roles of coaches across sports teams make it difficult to apply these results across other sports or organizational teams without a high degree of interaction and interdependency among members (Keidel, 1985) . While basketball has not been shown to have the same cross-national differences in play of European football, further study would be necessary to understand if the results carry in other countries.
Future research
Future studies could include outcome-based data to reduce bias from self-reported surveys and interviews with a sample of the survey participants to discern the drivers behind the data results and add depth to the data. Future research could also expand the participant population within the CEQS to include team members in addition to the coaches. This research is based on the perceptions of the participant coaches within the NCAA basketball divisions rather than individual team members. However, the coaches might be in the best position to consider their teams from a macro level rather than the individual players.
Finally, further research may be required to determine the impact in other sporting areas where the team size and level of interdependence between the team members differ (Sakuda, 2012; Timmerman, 2000) to understand whether the results can be transferred to other team settings. According to the existing literature, the impact of cross-cultural communication competence on the collective efficacy of multicultural teams will vary across different sports depending on the level of task interdependence, as well as preference for management style. The CEQS is specially designed to allow the comparison of confidence levels within and across sports, making further research in this direction possible (Short et al., 2005) .
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